
4.5 PSP Cover Sheet (Attach to [he front of each pFoposal)

Expanding Community-basel Restoration and Stewardship
Pr~posalTitle: in Four Watersheds

Fax:    51Q-~qf-?fq~

Amount of funding r~:ques~ed: $ 15@, 000. O0 for    1 years

Indicate the Topic for which you ate applying (cheek only one box).

g~ FishPassage/Fish Screens o Introduced Species
o HabitatRestoration o FishManagemenffHatchery

~ Local Watershed S~ewardship m Environmental Education
t~ Water Quality

- Does the proposal address a spe~i fi ed Poe used Aetlon? __S__ yes no

Indicate lh~ geo~.raphic area of your proposal (check only one box):

13 Sacramento Trib: ~ Sui~un Marsh and Bay
o San Joaquin River Mainstcm ~ Noah Bay/SouthBay: ¯
c~ San Joaquin Trib: ~ Landscape (entire Bay-Delta watershed)

Indicate the primary species which the proposal addresses (check all ~st apply):
o San Joaquin and East-side Delta tributaries fall-run ohinook salmon
:O Winder-ran chinook salmon ~ Sprlng-run chhnook salmon
m Late-fall run ~hinook salmon m Fall-ran chinook salmon
O Delta smelt o Langfin smett
o Splittail ~ Steelhead trout
m Green sturgeon in Striped bass
ga Migratory birds [] All chinook species
o ~her: m All anadromous salruonids

Specify the E1LP strategic objective and target (s) that the project addresses. Include page
numbers from danuary 1999 version of EILP Volume I and II:
Projects funded by d~e great wilh,

-.    1 ) restore, and irhprove managemcm of, wetland, riparian, and associated upland habitats (SPER
¯ Table 5; EtLPP v. 1, pp. 153, 170-1, & 379-383; and ERPP v. 2, pp. 147, 149, 332, 333, 3~3;
2) restore and improve managerueat of habitats which support nt-risk and similar species (ERPP,
v 1., pp. 979-282, 286-7, 311-2, 328-~30, 331-4, 33~.-336, 362-4, 365-367); and.
3) control, and ~ddress critical uncertainties re: ecology ~d control ofnon-n~t[ve plants (SPER pp.

! 36-7, 44; EILPP v. 1, pp. 153, 170-1,379-383,286-’/, 470-480; ERPP v. 2, pp. 152, 334. 353,355).
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Indiaala the t~yl:,e of applicant (check only one box):
~ Slate agency t3 Federal agency
t3 Public/Non-profit joint venture m Non-profit
f:i Local govemment!dislrict I~ Privatepany
I~ University [] Other:

Indicate the type of project (check only one box):
[] Planning [] Implementation
s Monitoring ~ Education
[] Reaeareh

By signing b~low, ~.he applicant declares the following:

I.) The Irulhfulness of all representalions in their proposah

St.) The individua] signing the form is entitled to ~ubmit the application on bahai f of the
applicant (if the applicant is an emily or organization); and

3.} The person submillin.%, tlae application has read and understood the conflict o f in/eresl mad
confidentiality discussiotl in Ihe PSP (Seclion 2.4) and waivez any and all rights to privacy
mad con/~dentiality of the proposal on behalfoflhe applicant, to the extent as provided in the
Section.

Signature of applicant

43
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Expanding Community-based Restoration and Stewardship
in Four Watersheds

Coatact:

John Zentner ,.
Zenmer and Zentner
4240 Hollis Street, Suite 360
EmeryviIle, CA 94608
(510) 596-2690 (tel)
(510) 596-2698 (fax)
johnz@zentner.com (e-mail)

Primary Participants and collaborators, type of organization and tax statas:

1. Zentner and Zenlner For-profit, California-registered corporation, type "C"
(lead) tax identification number: 94-3023982

2, The Restoration Trust Non-profit, CaIifomJa corporation (tax and corporation status
pending)

A full list of other participants is included in this proposal.
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This propose, submiVced by Zen~ner and Zentucr in conjunction with the Restoration Tvzst, fi~nds
four restoration, education and atex~’ardship project~. Each Iaoj oct is designed to tneet the following
objecHves.

1. Integrate students and community members into local restomtinn and stewardship
work through education, restoration, monitoring, and maintenance projects.

2. Address important mstaration ~�ology and hor~iculturaI i~sues using focused
restoration projects ~th appropriate monitoring.

3. ~rovide tha ~nitial step in long-term stewardship of loon] resources.

The projects to b~ supported with this grant include: (1) riparian habitat restoration, education and
stewardship on Adobe Creek° i~a the C~ty of Petaluma; (2) marsh and native grassland r~atoratiurt,
education and atew’ardship at rite St. Francis Preserve hi the CiP:’ of Sonoma; (3) riparian and marsh
habitat restoration, educatlo~ and stewardship on Green Valley Creek in ~he C~ty of Fairfield; and
(4) riparian habitat restoration, education, and stewardship on Cache Creek in Yolo Co~mty.

Each project is divisible into three phi-sos: (1) education ~ztd training in local ecology and watershed
issues; (2) restoration; and (3) post-planting monitoring, including publication of r~ults. Each
project is designed as an educational experflment t~ d~fme horticukuml a~d ecologic requirements
oftargat plant species and are age-~ppropriate y~t address roajor questions in restoration ecology.
All work will ha cazfted out by students and community roembers at ancb site with assistance froro
Zentner and Zentner, Trust staff and others.

The riparian restoration work includes the planting of cuthngs of five species of native trees at each
of the three riparian sites (Adobe, Green Valley and Cache Creeks) at varying ~levafions above and
distances from each Creek and at varying exposure ratios by local students (high school and older).
S oil t ex~are and type, vegetation, and elevation will be detemfined and a shallow observation well
installed. Following phinting, water levels in the welts will be measured by sraden~ every other
week and, in late May, each cuing will be assessed for height and number of stem shoots and
number and ha~ght of~oot shoots. Results will be tabulated and displayed using the 1-acre GIS
Program which allows a detailed comparison of results for muhipl~ factors. The results, ~n the form
of student-generated papers, will be pubhshed after the first year and at five and te~ years.

The marsh restoration work (to be completed at the St. Francis Preserve and Green Valley Creek)
includes removal of non-native species and the propagation and planting of native graminoids by
local students (high school and younger). This work includes the ¢ol[ection of seed and root material
from and propagation of three native grasses and a Carex, its growth to thxee different container
sizes, the removal of non-nallw species fi-oro plots at each site, mad the planting of plots with
controls. Studants will sample soil texture and type and vegetation before and afte~ weed removal.
Results will be tabulated and display~xl using th~ i -acre G1S yrogrmn and publlsh©d after the first
year and at fi~’e years.
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Executive stmuaaa~3~ pa~e t~vo

The riparian re~toratian work addreases several ecological objectives:

1. Hortlculmral aspects of willow woodland restoration.
2. Water and sail relations of willow woodland restoration
3. Horticultural and ecological aspects of increasing diversity of low terrace woodland

plantings.
4. Gro’aeda lama of conmlon low terrace woodland species.

The marsh and related grassland restoration benefits several ecological objectives.

1. Horticultural requi~emeuts of important native herb-layer species
2. Platulnff responses of the graminoids
3. Ecological aspects of native marsh and related upland species

The projects will also have a number of broader benefits

1. Restoration eduoa’doa.
2. Land stewardship

We are seeking $]69,000 from CalFed for this work. Supporting tbnds and services up to $130,000
will be secured in support of finis work through a combination of in-kind services and discounts on
provided goods and services. All projects would begin August 1, ]999, and conclude the initial
stewardship phase on June l, 2000. Tins work is the initial stage oft long-term educational and
stewardsinp pro grmn v¢ineh includ~ the development oft community-based infomaation system for
each site, based on the 1-acre GIS program deveIoped by Dave Self, a Trust Board member. All
restoration sites are available for restoration and each project has received significant community
sutrport.

Zentner and Zentner is a for-pro~t~ California corporation winch specializes in wetland and habilat
restoration. The Trust is a non-profit corporation (non-profit status is pending) that carries out
community-based restoration, education and stewardsinp progranas. The Trust was formed to support
these objectives through hands-on experience ha small-sere restoration work, using publle sites but
which have not been specifically adopted by a public group and winch ale open to risk through
adverse activities. Edueatio% restoratio~ and stewaxdship activities at these sites forms a cadre of
community members concerned with the site and its future.

The Trust has coml~leted at least one sh~Jlar project ~h year over the past three years but fandimg
limitations have greatly reduced our ability to expand this program. O~r expefience has sho’ana that
restoration sites are readily available and that local community groups are tremendously supportive
of restoration and stewardsl~p. These groups are hampered by a lack of ftmds mad expertise in
restoration and ~teveardslxip. Tiffs proposal addresses these eortcem for the Bay-Delta region in
conformance with CalFed objectives for habitat restoration, local watershed stewardship, and
environmental education.
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Projcct Description page one

The work coaal~ts of four wetland and watershed restoration, education, and stewardship projects.
From west to east, the project sites are: approximately 800 feet along Adobe Creek in Petalurna,
Sonoma County; the 5-acre St. Francis Preserve in Sonorna, Sonoma Cotmty; about 800 feet along
Green Valley Creek in Fairfield, Solano County; and about 1200 feet along Cache Creek near Cap~y
in Yolo County (see attached maps). The Adobe Creek, Green Valley Creek and Cache Creek
projects are organized around riparian restoration; the Green Valley Creek and St. Francis projects
are organized around marsh and related grassland restoration. Each project type is described in more
detail below using the outline provided in the PSP.

1. Riparian restoration

The fipariaJa res~oratlon work includes the planting of native trees at varying elevations relative to
groundwater by students (high school and older) under the supervision of local eommurdty
participants, Ze~amer and Zentuer staff and the Trust and attendant education and stewardship
activities. This work will include the planting of 288 cuttings of ~hree species of willow (Salix
iastolepsis, S. lasiandra, and S. goodingii), white alder (Alnus rhombifolia), and £remont
cottonwood (Popultaf!’emonti0 at each of*he three sites at varying elevations above and disiances
from each Creek. After an initial introduction to site and watershed ecology in September, students
will identify 12 study plots in October and meosure eIevations and soils of the plots. In November,
the cuttings will be harvested and planted in clusters of 24 trees at each plot. Callings will be
approximately 3 feet long and between I/4" and 3/4" in width. Cuttings will be placed in same
species and mixed species plots wi*h approximately equal numbers of cuttings from each species
overall. Cuttings will be pushed into ~he ground for either 1/3, V.~ or 2/3 of*heir length and marked
accordingly. "!’he botmdaries of all sample pints will be marked in the field wi*h short, 1" PVC
sections driven into the comers of the plot with a short section of re-ber within the PVC to facilitate
relocation with a metal detaetor. Fallowing planting, a shallow observation well (SOW; perforated,
4" PVC pipe with covers) will be h~stalled using an augered hole, 4" in diameter, dug by the studen~
or with a one-person gas-powered auger (all gas-powered equipment will be operated by trained
persotmel using appropriate safely equipment) and initial water levels measured. As with ’die PVC
plot markers, SOWs will be left only 3" above ground and a short section of rebar attached to the
outside of the well. Vegetation by species using Braun-Blanquet cover classes will also be defined
at this time. A sign identifying the planting purposes wi’d be supplied for each site. All data will be
entered into the 1-acre GIS Program which allows a detailed comparison of results for multiple
factors (see Attachment A for 5nformation on the I-acre GIS Program) and shared betvzeen the three
riparian sites.

Following planting, water levels in the wells will be measllred by students every other week. In
May, each cutting will be assessed for attrvlval and height and mwaber of stem and root shoots.
Vegetation cover by species at each plot will also be s~mapled. The results, in *he form of studem-
generatad papers, will be published after the first year and at five and teB years. Although this grant
requests trading fo~ only one yea~, surveys of tree growth will be continued for ten years
planting and ~ results published at the filLh and tenth years.
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Curriculum preparation and definition of site condifio~m with teachers and others

1. Planing preview with teachers mid others

3. Photograph plats and place sign~ge; demobilize planting.
4. Bi-~veekly (every two weeks) mouitoring of water levels in the SOWs with students.

Phase 3:     Spring, Monitoring                             April through July
I.     Bi-weekly (every two weeks) monitoring of water levels in the SOWs with students.

4. Completion of monitoring report (dallverable to CaIFed).

2. Marsh restoratiott

The marsh restoration work includes the clem’mg of non-native species and the propagation and
planting of native forbs mad gramianids by local students (Mgh schanl and yoanger) at the St. Francis
and Green Valley sites. This work includes the collection of seed and root material from four native
graminuids (Danthonia ealifornica, Pleuropogon ca1~fornicus, Leymus triticoides, and Carex
barbarae) hlMay and June by Zenlner and Zentuer and Trust staff. ~f’lfi s material will be propagated
to flu’ee dlfferetu sizes (plug, rose-pot mad tree-brutal). T~venty-six, 10’xl 0’ plots will be defined at
each site by the students in late October and soils and vegetafion of the plots identified. Weed
removal wii1 occur in November using a broad-spectrum herbicide (for uplands; only licensed
chemical applicators shall apply any herbicides) or by hand (for wetlands). Planting of twenty-four
plots will occur fil December, 1999 (t~,o cleared plo~s will remain as controls). Plants will be placed
on 1 t- centers in the plots, requiring 100 plants for each plot and a total of 2400 plants for each of
the two sites. The Danthonia mad l~leuropogon will be planted at the St. Francis Preserve and the
L~ymu$ and Carex planted at the Green Valley Creek site. Each plot will be mapped and fl~e species
and sizes planted entered into the 1-acre GIS program for the site. The boundaries of all sample plots
will be marked in the field, the vegetation cover de freed and photogr’aphed and a sign provided for
the site idenfffylng the purposes of the planting program.
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Project description page three

In February, half (12) of all plots (including one of the cont~ol~ will be weeded. Four plots will be
hand weeded, four will be mowed, and 4 will be sprayed using a broad-leaf specific herbicide. In late
April, each plot will be assessed for cover by species. Results will be tsbulsted mid displayed using
the 1 -acre GIS program and shared between the two marsh restoration groups. The results, in the
t’ornt of studetu-generated papers, will be published a~er the first year and at five years. Although
this grant requests fimdil).g for only one year, surveys of plant growth and weed control will be
continued for five years after planting and the results published as noted aloove at rite fifth year.

All tasks beinw are inseparable from the grant request and completed with students unless so noted.

Phase 1:     lntroduetlon to marsh ecology                   June through October
1. Zentner and Zentner and Trust staff collect seed and plant material in June.
2. Propagation of plant material at the Los Robles Native Plants nursery.
3. Curriculum preparation and definition of site conditinl~s with teachers and others
4. Two. 2-hota sessions with students reviewing incal ecology.
5. One. 2-hour ~essinn at the site defining the sample plots, soils and vegetation.
6. Preparation of the 1-acre GIS Program data base.
7. Weed removal from sample plots.
8. Project management: complete contract work. set-up files and programs

Phase 2:     Planting and Maintenance                      November through March
1 Planting revtew with teachers and others.
2. Plm~ting sessions with students.
3. Weed plots in Febnaary
~. Project management: mange plants, coordinate with teachers, trartsport, ~_suraace. etc.

Phase3: Post-planting Stewardship and Monitoring       April through July
1. Survey vegetatinn.
2. Complete data hapu~ irttu GIS,
3. Contpletion of monitocing report (delivexable to CalFedl
4. Project management: coordinate with teachers, supervise report.
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Ecological/Biological Benefit~

The riparinl~ restoration work addresses several ecological objectives consistent with our overall
objectives:

1. Horticultural aspects of willow woodland restoration.

Planting of willow catthigs has been a major aspect of riparian woedhir~d restoration throughout rite
western U.S. However, li~le anal~cal work has been completed on the appropriate depth of the~e
plantings relatfve to the degree of exposure and many projects have been completed in which
cuttings were placed at varying depths with varying portions exposed ’~Sth lltlle o~ssessmant of post-
planting results, even where signifiemtt faiinres were evident TJ~.is aspect of the project will result
in more defihitiye understanding of appropriate planting tecbmiques for willow cuttings.

2. Water and soil relations of willow woodland restoration.

It is wid¢l) known within the horticultural and restoration fields tha~ willows should be a~ near
pererminl water as practicable yet the allowable outer edge o£ this distance is not well-defined.
Additionally, little work (and none in the region) has bean done of cmmparisons of plan~ings on
different soil types~ willows are still being planted in inappropriate soils (claypans. for exampte) with
concomitant levels of ~ailure. This aspect oftha project will allow comparison among soil Upes (by
using fiaree diffanant sites) and elevation relative to grotuadwater (each site wiI1 plant at three
different elevation~ relative to groundwater).

3. Horticultural and ecological a~pecls of ~ncreasing diversity" 9f woodland plantings.

Alders and cottonwoods are rarely plarded from cu~in~s in central California due to the poor
survival rate, yet these two speeie~ are important in low terrace woodland diversity. Cuttings are a
relatively cheap method of planting (no irrigation is used and plant materials are ~nexpensive and
an-site~: if these species can survive under certain annctitions when planted as cuttings, the results
will be of benefit to restoration practitioners. The inehision of alders and cottonwoods in this work,
using the sanae techniques as noted above, will also provide results on the horticultural and ecologic
aspects of these species.

4. Growth form of common low terrace woodland species,

The growth form of these specms is important as file density of tree has a considerable affect on
flooding elevations through increases or reductions in the "N" value of fine vegetation. Tltis is also
a little studied aspect of restoration work and has resulted in widespread bias against willow
plantings by flood eantral agencies, q2tis work will be carried out in conjunction with the lo¢~1 flood
control districts whinh have agreed to review the resulm with the students with regards to flood
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Eco logical/Biological Benefits page two

The marsh and related grasslmld restoration benefits several ecological object P,’es.

1. HorlicMtur~l requirements of important na~ve herb-layer species.

The four graminoids stodled ha tl~s project are all poorly available from seed. The oa~ aa~d
semaphore gr~sses for example are not available corranercially aad IJ.~le is known of their
propagation. Floweret, these two species are the pre-Columbiat~ dominants of a large portion of
northern California. Creeping wild rye and Santa Barbara sedge are somewhat better understood but
these two species were probably dominant over almost all of the Central Valley riparian zone and
the lack of better borficulVaral practices is problematic in restoration.

2. Planting response~ of the graminoids

Native grass planting tends to be most successful using rooted m~tteriai. However, the size of the
rooted material ls subject to great debate and significant differences exlst in cost. Plug plantings for
example can be completed commercially for $6,000 per acre (1 ~ centers3 while the use of tree ba~ds
at the sarae spacing will cost up to $40,000 per acre. although a sigt~ficaufly larger plant is provided.
Th~s work will test the success of three different sizes of plant material and cover after planting.

3. Ecological ~pects of native marsh and related upland species plantings

Weed control in native marsh and grass plantings is a significant, problematic issue. The use of
rooted material, as opposed to seed, reduces the concern slightly but non-native species are still
highly competitive with the nutive target species. This work will test control, weeded, and unweeded
plots, including post-planting weeding and no post-planfing weeding.

The projects will also have a number of broader benefits

1. Education.

Restoration education is in its irffancy, Work that Zentuer and Zentner and the Trdst have completed
to date at several sites has shown that teachers and students are eager to be involved in applied
ecology but simply need good work at reasonable sites. These projects have been designed for the
appropriate age levels based mt our past experience and are designed to test relatively simple but
important hypotheses that are e~ily understood by the respective age levels. The work has also b~een
designed to fit in with teachers and students schedules,
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Ecological/Biological Benefits page three

Durability

Each project provides for relatively simple festal’arian work which, despite the likelihood of even
a significant percentage of failure, will still provide impot’tant cover of low terrace woodland and
native forb species. The educational and stewardship components will, in our experience, enhance
the public involvement in the sites, thus providi.ng for be~er appreciation mid durability of projects.

Linkages, Syst~m-’,vide benefits, and non-ecosystem objectiv,es

Each of the proj oct sites is part of a larger restoration program already underway. Adobe Creek has
been the subject of a significant maaount ofrestoratlon work in the p~st. The reach to be plauted for
this project was~ecently regmded as part of the City of Petaluma’s Adobe Creek restoration work.
The St. Francis Preserve includes almost 5 acres dedicated by various developers to the City of
Sononm and wetland mad upland restoration efforts.

Green Valley Creek has been the zubject of a larger restoration project by the City of FMrfield, which
restored both the Creek and an adjacent flood bypass terrace for approximately 1.8 miles. Cache
Creek has also been the subject of extensive restoration and tiffs site has been the subject ofextenslve
community review and assessment.

The restoration prograan "~511 involve participants in vegetation inventory, restoration and
stewardship of demonstration sites in these watersheds within the CalFed area of concern and
through these efforts will heIp build an information base and the kaaowledge and skilts necessary to
organize and sustain long-term stewardship. The canaplstad restoration lyrojects in these areas were
typically done as mitigation with little community involvement. Although these projects appear
successful at meeting agency-imposed perfomaauee standards, eonuaxunity members no~v perceive
the sites as potential educational opportunities and seek to improve the relationship of the

Table 5; ERPP v. 1, pp. 153, 170-1, & 379-383; and ERPP v. 2, pp. 147, 149, 332, 333,353;
2) restore aud improve management of habitats which support at-risk and similar species (ERPP,
v l., pp. 279-282, 286-7, 311-2, 328-330, 331-4, 334-336~ 362-4, 365-367); and
3) control, and address crltical uncertalnties re: ecology and control of non-native plants (SPER PP.

Many projects will also address Ecosystem Restoration Gnals 1-6 (SPER p. 27) directly or indlreefly
by restoring native plant diversity; restoring rare plant or ankna! habitat: restoring watershed cover,
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Technical Feasibilit~ and Timing

re-nse these sites with their classes. The tiraing of the work l~s been def’med to fit wlihJn one school

No permits for this work are ~equired. No CEQA Compliance is required; tiffs work is categorically
exempt from CEQA

Monitoring and Data Collection

Ripa~anReatorafio~

Hypothesis Parameters Evaluation

Willow cutting success Cutting exposure and depth willCutting mortality and stem and
varies with the exposure be controlled for the project androot shoot n~rtber and length
to depth ratio oftbe each cutting appropriately wi[/be evaluated in spring.
cutting marked and its location mapped

Willow cutting success Depth to groundwater at each Cutting mortality a~d stem and
varies with depth to sample plot will be measured root shoot number and length
groundwater every other week will be evaluated in spring.

Willow cutting success Soil type Mll be defined at eachCutting mortality mad stem and
varies with soil, sample plot; plalathag will occur root shoot number and. length

at three sites "Mth differing soils will be evaluated in spring.

Alder and cottonwood Factors noted above ar~ the Cutting mortality and stem ~d
cutting success va~es parameters, root shoot number and length
~th the above factar~ will be evaluated in spring.

Growth form of native Stem and root shoot number Cutting mortality and stem and
trees vaxies by species, and length corresponds to root shoot number and length

density of tree and resulting will be evaluated in spring.
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Mol~itorillg al~d Data Collection page two

Marsh and related upland restoration

Hypothesis Parameters EvMuation

Important graminoids not Germination rates in standard Survival and growth of
available cormnercially nursery conditions seedlings by fall

Graminoid cover varies Three sizes of container plantedCover by species evaluated in
by size of planting material spring

Graminaid growth varies Weed control completed with Cover by species evaluated in
by extent of weed control differing methods and with spring

non-weeded control plots

A report for each project site will be generated in July of 2000 with a draft report reviewed with the
students and teachers in June, 2000 prior to graduation. The 1 -acre GIS progr0ala data base will be
updated at the same time. Both the monitoring reports and 1-acre GIS will be publicly available over
a web site being developed by the Trust.
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Local Involvement

The hallmark of this project is hlvolvemeat by local �ommtmities. In each case, the Tmst has beea
approached by local enti~es seeking to complete educational projects at general sites in the region.
With the assistance of Trust staff, public and available sites were identified and projects defined. The
follo~cv~tlg entities ~ave been involved or conLacted with regards ~o restoration at each designmed site
(see contqrmation letlers in Attacluaent B).

Adobe Creek

Petalunaa Schools District Adopt-A-Watershed Progratn

City of Petaluma

Casa Gr, made High School

St. Francis Preserve

Sonoma Ecology Center

Ci~ of Sonoma

G~en Valley Creek

Solmao Valley ~TunJor College

Fairfield Un~fied School District

City of Fairtleld

CacheCreek

Cache Creek Watershed Group

Yolo County

No opposition is knov*~a to any of these projects. The projects have been supported at the local
govenmlent level to educate neighbors and others ~Sth regards to the value of the resources at these
sites; ~ccordin~l~, the p~j ects also act to reduce opposition, where it exists, to wetlands and riparian
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Costs (Budgel)

The projects are described by phases which roughly correspond to quarters (henCe no separate
quarterly budget Js provided). Billlngs would occur at the conclu~ion of Phase 1 in November,
covering the period from August 1 through October 30, at the conchasion of Phase 2 in April,
covering the period from November 1 flxrough March 30, and at the conclusion of Phase 3 ha
August, covering the period from April 1 through JuIy 30. Tom/proposed costs are $168,800.

Riparian restoration (totaled for all three sites)

Task Direct Labor Direct Salary Materials Overhead Total
Hours and Benefits Co~t~ Costs

Phase 1 (total) 360 $12,600 $7,600 $2,520 $22,720

Preparation work 90 $3,150 $2,900 $630

Ecological Edue. 120 $4~200 $2,600 $840

Site work 68 $2.380 $ 1,800 $476

l -acre (]IS 42 $1,470 $300 $294

Project Mgmt 40 $1,400 -0- $280

Phase 2 (total) 560 $19,600 $14,600 $3,920 $38,120

Planting review 80 $2,800 $1,900 ;560

Plmlting sessions 220 $7,700 $7,800 $1,540

Demobilize 90 $3,150 $3,800 $630

Bi-weekly monitor 130 $4,550 $1,100 ;910

Project management 40 $1,400 -0- ;280

Phase 3 522 $18,270 $8~700 $3,650 $30,620

Bi-weekly monitor 90 $3,150 $1,000 ;630

Plant a.~sessment 120 $4,200 $1,200 ;840

Dma input to GIS 120 $4,200 $1,800 ~840

Complete repolt. 112 $3,920 $4,200 ;784

Project management 80 $2,800 $500 ;560

Total 1,442. $50,470 $30,900 $10,090 $92,460

I --01 71 01
1-017101



Marsh restoration (totaled for all three sites)

Task Direct Labor Direct Salary Material.s Overhead Total
Hours and Benefits Costs CoMs

Phase 1 (total) 440 $15,400 $5~500 $3,080 $23,980

Plant collection 25 $875 $850 $175

PropagmSon 45 ;1575 $1,800 $315

Preparation 80 $2800 $900 $560

$~|e review 80 ;2800 $450 $560

Site sampling- 120 ;4200 $850 $840

G-IS preparation 20 $700 $450 $140

Weed removal 40 ;1400 $200 $280

Project mgm’t 30 $1050 -0- $210

Phase 2 420 $14~700 $16,400 $2,940 $34,040

Planting revlew 90 ;3150 $1,200 $630

Planting 210 ;7350 $12,800 $1470

Weed removal 80 ;2800 $1,800 $560

Project mgm’t 40 ;I400 $600 $280

Phase 3 280 $9,800 $6~560 $1,960 $18,320

Survey veg 90 ;3150 $1,100 $630

Complete GIS 80 $2800 $1,200 $560

Monltor report 60 82100 $3,600 $420

Project mgm’t 50 $1750 $660 $350

Total 1,140 $39,900 $28,460 $7,980 $76~340
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Cost Sharing

We antictpate almost $130.000 in cost sharing flora our partners and other pmrficipams in the
following amounts.

Z~nmcr and Zentner donated and shared inflostructure $34.000

Los Robles Native Plants discounted plant costs $32.800

Petaluma Schools District discounted labor S12,300

Casa Grande I-lJgh School donated labor $8,800

Sonoma Ecology Center discounted labor $8.400

Solarto Valley College donated labor $9,400

Fairfield School District donated labor $9.400

Cache Creek Watershed Group donated labor $14.600

Total $129.700

Total shared costs are pendint~ mad subject to fmal agq’eemenls; no additional requirements are
anticipated.
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Applicant Qualifications
Zenmer and Zentner is a professional consulting firm lhat specializes in wetlands, sp~clal status
species, habitat analyses, and the design, construction and molfitoring of native habitats. We are a
CoJifomia Corporation with offices in Emeryvill¢ and Sacramento~ including eleven full-time
employees. Sinc~ the firm’s inception in 1986, Zanmer and Zenmer has suecassfi~lly completed over
300 wetlm~d restoration and related projects in Califomla, Oregon and Nevacla.

The Restoration Trust was formed to complete community restoration projects, including eduastion0J
and sclentifie pursuits ha support of this goal. Board members include a variety of inthviduM
concerned with community and restoration. The Trust was fomled in recognition of the tremendous
demand for community-based restoration, the need for guidance and assistance to the community
in completingje~toration work and the necessity of providing the rese0xch, mo~toring and
communication necessary to prolnote these goals.

The Trust complet¢~ the following types of projects.

Planning: Completing ~’estoration l~lat~ for community restoration projects.

Design work will be completed by the eonmauoity group in collaboration with a professional
designer from the Trust or in conjunction with a local school design program. The Trust’s Workbook
for CommuniO’ Restoration Planning, a hands-on guide to restoration planning and ecology, is an
imgortm~t adjtmct to this process. It includes collaborative pla~ming with a wide vmiety of agen~es
and other parties, ~re involved in habitat restoration and technical support from Trust staff.

Construction: Building and t’estoring habitats in the community.

The Trost focuses on projects that can be built with labor from the community, including planting,
irrigation, and construction of accessways. The Trust’s [Vorkbook on Community Restoration
Construction provides important guidance.

Malnttnanc¢ and Management: providing for long-term success,

The Trust believe that most if trot all maintenance and mortitoring issues can be addressed by the
comrnmlily. The Trast provides two workbooks; ~laintenance of restored habitats and Monitoring
restora~ionprojects, which provide useful guidance on most issues ertcountered after construe’fion
iz cempleted,                                                                      ~

The Trust is currently awaiting notification as to its stalus as a non-profit,
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John Zentner, Zenmer and Zentner and The Restoration Trust, will manage the project. He has more
than twenty yeaxs of expericnce in the field of habitat planning and restoration. Public recognition
of iris projects includes design a~vards for the Laguna Creek (City of Sacramento) project and
Environmental Protection Agency recognition of the Green Valley Creek proj eot in Faizfield (Solano
County) as a model project. Major watershed and envirommental restoration projeels include:
Lagtma Creek (City of Sacramento); Green Valley and Hennessey Creeks (City of Falrfteld), Lower
Laguna Creek (Sacramento County), ~fhompson and Adobe CreeLs (Petaluma), San Ramon Creek
(Contra Costa County) and Salado Creek (Stanislaus County).

Dave Self, Zenmer and Zentaer and The3Lestoration Trust, will manage data collection and the 1-
Acre GIS Progrmla. Dave has more than 20 years of experience in the field of restoratlort m~d habitat
management, including the development of the l-acre GIg Program. He is currently the President
of SerCal.

Phyllis Faber, Restoration "Frt~st, will manage report preparation and publication efforts. Phyllis has
n~ore than 30 years experience in restoration mad habitat management, Site currently matmges
publications for the California Native Plant Society.

Dr. Glen I{olstein, Zentner and Zenhaer, will manage educational efforts. Glen has more than 30
),eats of experience in restoration and teaching and taught at UC Davis and Solano Jtmior College,
one of the collaborators.
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THE 1-ACRE GIg PROGRAM

The pro~am is buiR arour~d standard database so fie’am mad a spreadsheet-based proto-type mappi~ag
and analysis package (I-Acre GIg) that was deveIopad, and is being refined, by SERCAL volunteers
arid others for free umes~ricted transfer and use. The t-Acre Gig and database package provides a
framework for systematiealJy gathering and coupling information on: 1) plant species (regional
di~ttibution, origins, ecology, horticulture, etlmobotany, phenoIogy, life-form, eto); 2) spatial data
on the eompositiol~ of vegetation of a one-acre plot; and 3) pbotes of species in the plot.

Field sampling of a one-acre deinonstration site requires 4-6 hours with a crew of 15-30 novices led
by oax experinn~d botanist and 1-3 assistants. The field procedure uses a series of parallel transects
to record cover class, by species, for each of a grid of 225 line intetx:ept samples. Tbis rapid
assessment system allows very rich data on the structure and composition of the vegetation to be
gathered in less than a day.

The 1-Acre GIg p~ckage brings ecological, horticultural and cultural perspectives into focus on the
site for analysis, education and planning, with a very short turn-around flom field wolk if the
restoration-orlented information on the plants is in place for the county. Our first relatively iow-tech
effort at fltis sort of turn-around, for example, required only about five hours of data entry, and then
three hours to correct a few plant names mad add a functional level of informatinn for three non-
native species that had not been included in the baseline information from a similar site roughly 20
miles away.

The prate-type system was then used to generate maps of cover, relative cover or number of species
by-: species; life-form; wetland indicator status; origins (native or no’l); vaxious cultarsl categories
(plants which oan be gathered in a particular month for food, for basketry, ...); and so on. The
system was also used ~o help identify ecological analogs and likely missing species. At the first site.
the system has also been used to identify restoration needs and assign priorities; and to parse out
activities by month, type, cultaral interest, and restoration priority, thus facilitating planning of
activities that combine cultural enricbanent activities and restoration (a Ixoject which we are
developing at a second site at the Effie Yeaw Nature Center on the American River near
Sacramento).

A very important feature of the 1-Acre GIg package for cooperators is the underlying spreadsheet
sofo,vare (Excel) which is widely owned, is relatively low cost. works on almost any desktop or
laptep system, and is relatively e~sy to learn. This contrast sharpIy with standard GIg sol..are and
hardware, wltieh are very expensive and require considerable training te use effeetivefy.
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Notification Le~ers
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ZEt~T~¢ER
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Sittce~ely,

David Self-/R~lofdst
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Attachment C

Contract Requirements
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NO~DI’S~RIMINATION COMPUANCE STATEMENT

The company ~mmed above (hereinafter refe~ed to ~s ’~prosPective contractor") hereby cerd~es, tmless
speci~cally ~xrmpm.d, compl~nc¢ with Government Code Section 12990 (a-f) and California Cod¢ of
Regulations, ~ifl¢ 2, Division 4, Chapter 5 in nmtters relating to x’eporting requffements and th~
development, impleme.ntatlon and maintenance of aNondlscdminationProgram. Prospectiw conR’actor
agre~ not to unlawfully discriminate, harass or allow harassmont against any eanploye~ or applicant for
employment because of sex, rac~, color, ancestry, religious creed, national origin, disabRity (including
HIV and AIDS), medical condidon (cancer), ag~, marital status, denim of family and medical car~ leave
and dmial of pregnancy disability leav,.

CERTIFICATIOh
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NOTICE TOALL BIDDERS:

Se~ion 14835, st. seq. of the (]allfornia Government Code requires Kha% a five percent
preference Be ~iven ~o bidders who qualify ae a small business. The rules and regulations
of this law, including the deFmltien of" a small businese for the delivery of service, are contained
in Title 2, Califor~e Code of Reg~atio~s, Section 1896, st. seq. A copy of the regulations is
available upon request. Questions regarding the preference approval process should be
directed to the Office of Small and Minority Business at ~916) 322-5060. To claire the small "
business preference, you must submit a copy of your certification approval letter with
your bid.

A~e you clalrn~g preference as a small business?

copy of your cer~iflcatlon approval letter.
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